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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the Request for Continued 
Examination and amendment filed 31 October 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 4-14, and 17-30 are pending. Claims 1, 5, 14, 18, and 27-28 are 
independent claims. 

The rejection of claims 1,4-5, 7-14, and 17-30 under 35 USC 103 over Chinn et 
al. (US 2002/0010715, filed 26 July 2001, hereafter Chinn) in view of Schuba et al. (US 
6725378, filed 15 April 1999, hereafter Schuba), and further in view of Ladd et al. (US 
629336, filed 2 October 1998, hereafter Ladd) has been withdrawn in view of the 
amendment filed 31 October 2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
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not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

5. Claims 1, 4-14, and 17-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chinn et al. (US 2002/0010715; filed July 26, 2001 , hereafter Chinn) 
in view of Schuba et al. (US 6725378; filed April 1 5, 1 999; hereafter Schuba), and 
further in view of Ladd et al. (US 6269336, filed 2 October 1998, hereafter Ladd) and 
further in view of Alpdemir et al. (US 2004/0006478, filed 13 January 2003, hereafter 
Alpdemir). 

Regarding independent claim 1 , Chinn teaches determining an interactive voice 
response event corresponding to a request for help (p.4, para. 54; p. 12, para. 143, 148) 
since Chinn teaches the user requesting help and the system providing an audible help 
message and the system is capable of interacting with the user if more information is 
needed. 

Chinn further teaches classifying said event as at least one of a default help 
request and a user initiated help request (p. 12, para. 143, 148; p. 15, para. 175) since 
Chinn teaches a help message when a user requests help and a help message as a 
default when the system does not recognize the request and needs more information. 

Chinn further teaches setting a time for receiving user input to a default value if 
said event is classified as said default help request (p. 12, para. 144; p. 16, para. 183- 
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185) since Chinn teaches setting a timeout value for a user response when a help 
message is requested. 

Chinn further teaches interactive voice response application takes programmatic 
action upon expiration of said time for receiving user input (p. 12, para. 139, 144; p. 16, 
para. 184, 185) since Chinn teaches replaying a message or ending a session when a 
timeout occurs or when the timeout threshold is reached. 

Chinn teaches setting a time for receiving user input to a value if said event is 
classified as said user initiated help request (p. 12, para. 144; p. 16, para. 183-185) since 
Chinn teaches setting a timeout value for a user response when a help message is 
requested. Chinn does not disclose setting the time to a value less than the default 
value. Schuba teaches setting a time to a value less than the default (col. 10, lines 25- 
28). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings 
of Chinn and Schuba before him at the time the invention was made, to modify setting a 
time as taught by Chinn to include setting a time to less than the default as taught by 
Schuba, because Chinn teaches setting a timeout period for user response (p. 12, para. 
144; p.16, para. 183-185) and Schuba teaches setting a timeout period to a value less 
than the default (col. 10, lines 25-28) so the timeout period taught by Chinn could be set 
to a value less than the default. 

Chinn fails to specifically disclose determining if an event is one of a no-match 
event and a time-out event, wherein the no-match event occurs when the event does 
not correspond to a user option provided by the application, and wherein the time-out 
event occurs if a user fails to respond to an application prompt within a predetermined 
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duration of time. However, Ladd discloses determining if an event is one of a no-match 
event and a time-out event, wherein the no-match event occurs when the event does 
not correspond to a user option provided by the application, and wherein the time-out 
event occurs if a user fails to respond to an application prompt within a predetermined 
duration of time (Figures 5a-5c; column 13, line 66- column 16, line 19). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
have combined Ladd with Chinn, since it would have allowed a user to receive help in 
response to a no-match event (column 13, line 66- column 16, line 19). 
Chinn fails to disclose: 

repeating a previous presentment of a menu or other prompt if a first event 
occurs subsequent to another event; 

a second event occurs after repeating the previous presentment of the menu or 

other; 

if the first event occurs subsequent to another event, no longer presenting the 
previous menu or other prompt 
Alpdemir discloses: 

repeating a previous presentment of a menu or other prompt if a first event 
occurs subsequent to another event (Figure 5) 

a second event occurs after repeating the previous presentment of the menu or 
other (Figure 5) 

if the first event occurs subsequent to another event, no longer presenting the 
previous menu or other prompt (Figure 5: Here, a user is presented with a prompt for 
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selection criteria. Based upon the user entered criteria, it is determined if the inputted 
data is recognized. If the request is recognized, request is played back, and the user is 
returned to a previous menu to make more entries. If the request is not recognized, the 
user is informed that a no-match condition has occurred, and a counter is incremented. 
If the counter is less than the threshold, the user is returned to a previous menu). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Alpdemir with Chinn, since it would have allowed 
a user to repeat menu options if inputs are no-match events. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Chinn teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein 
said default value is at least six seconds and wherein said value less than said default 
value is at most three seconds (p. 12, para. 144) since Chinn teaches the value as a 
number of seconds. 

Regarding independent claim 5, the applicant discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those in claim 1. The same rejection is incorporated herein. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Chinn teaches the method of claim 5, further 
comprising the steps of once said second help message has been presented, starting a 
no-response timer (p.16, para. 183-185) since Chinn teaches a setting a timer for a 
timeout value after each message is played and incrementing a timeout value until a 
threshold is reached. 

Chinn further teaches if said no-response time for said second help message 
exceeds said time-out threshold, performing a previously established IVR operation 
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(p. 16, para. 185) since Chinn teaches returning to a main menu or playing a last resort 
message if there is no response. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Chinn teaches the method of claim 6, wherein 
said previously established IVR operation includes resetting said time-out threshold to 
said default time (p. 16, para. 184, 185) since Chinn teaches resetting the timer. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Chinn teaches the method of claim 6, wherein 
said previously established IVR operation includes audibly presenting a help message 
(p. 16, para. 185) since Chinn teaches presenting a last resort message. 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Chinn teaches the method of claim 5, wherein 
said previously established IVR operation includes at least one of cycling back to an 
initial help message, establishing a connection wit a human agent, and establishing a 
connection with an automated system (p. 16, para. 185) since Chinn teaches cycling 
back to a main menu for a user to make further selections. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, the claim reflects the method for performing the 
operations of claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 1 1 , Chinn teaches the method of claim 5, further 
comprising the steps of after said presentation of said first help message has begun, 
receiving an explicit user request for help (p. 15, para. 175) since Chinn teaches a user 
requesting help at any time during the operation. 

Chinn further teaches if said non-response threshold equals the default time, 
decreasing said time-out threshold (p. 16, para. 183-185) since Chinn teaches 
increasing a counter for each timeout which lowers the threshold until it is reached. 
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Regarding dependent claims 12 and 13, the claims reflect the methods for 
performing the operations of claim 4 and are rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 14 and 18-26, the claims reflect the machine-readable storage 
having stored thereon computer programs for performing the operations of claims 1, 4- 
13 respectively and are rejected along the same rationale. 

As per claim 17, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those in claim 4. 
Claim 17 is similarly rejected. 

Regarding independent claim 27, the claim reflects the system for performing the 
operations of claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding independent claim 28, the claim reflects the system for performing the 
operations of claim 5 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 29, Chinn, Schuba, and Ladd disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Chinn 
discloses: 

if the event is a default help request, determining whether the default help request is 
a no-match event or whether the default help request is a time-out event 
(paragraphs 0143, 0148, and 0175) 

Chinn fails to disclose performing one of the plurality of programmatic actions if 
the default help request is a no-match event and performing a different one of the 
plurality of programmatic actions if the default help request is a time-out event. 
However, Ladd discloses performing one of the plurality of programmatic actions if the 
default help request is a no-match event and performing a different one of the plurality 



Application/Control Number: Page 9 

10/670,632 

Art Unit: 2178 

of programmatic actions if the default help request is a time-out event (Figures 5a-5c; 
column 1 3, line 66- column 1 6, line 19). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Ladd with Chinn, 
since it would have allowed a user to receive help in response to a no-match event 
(column 13, line 66- column 16, line 19). 

Regarding dependent claim 30, the applicant discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those in claim 29. Claim 30 is similarly rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 4-14, and 17-30 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Kyle R Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2178 




